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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

In line 2, there is no antecedent support for "said time counter". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. patent 
6,1 18,762 to Nomura et al. 

With regard to claim 1 , Nomura et al teaches generating a burst transfer permit 
and sending it to a edge node (see col 13 lines 55+) wherein the edge nodes send data 
bursts based on this (transmission timing period tb) information. See col 13, lines 57+). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2 - 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. patent 6,1 18,762 to Nomura et al. 

With regard to claim 2, the star configuration shown in figure 1 is an obvious 
variation of a star configuration "with a second" core, since it is stated in col 10 lines 5+ 
that there are 3 ATM switches in core 3. 

With regard to claim 3, see col 6 lines 25+. 

With regard to claim 4, see the above and note that time period tb is mentioned 
in col 13 lines 55+. 

With regard to claim 5, see the discussion above with respect to the "permits". 

With regard to claims 6 - 7, see col 6 lines 25+ (burst size), time. 

With regard to claim 8, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have sent the data simultaneously to the core nodes in 
order to promote a greater data transfer rate. 

With regard to claim 9, it would have been obvious to equalize the delays in order 
to promote more efficient data transfer between the edge nodes and the core nodes. 

With regard to claim 10, see the discussion of timing above. 

With regard to claim 1 1 , there would inherently be no conflicts if the information is 
properly transferred. 

7. Claims 12 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over the 
Applicants Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,1 18,762 to Nomura et al. 
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With regard to claim 12, AAPA teaches burst switching (page 2, lines 25+) in an 
optical network (page 1 lines 12+) and discusses the problem of burst latency on page 4 
lines 1+. AAPA does not however teach a solution to this problem to comprise having a 
scheduler in the core node schedule the burst information to the edge nodes. This is 
taught in Nomura et al as discussed above. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have solved the burst latency 
discussed in AAPA through the use of scheduling permits, in light of the teachings of 
Nomura et al in order to increase the proper flow of data in the system. 

With regard to claim 1 3 - 22, see the rejections above. 
8. Claims 23 - 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. 
patent 6,1 18,762 to Nomura et al. 

With regard to claim 23, Nomura et al teaches the invention as discussed above 
including, importantly, sending a data rate request from the edge nodes to the core 
node(s). See col 6 lines 28+. While it is not explicitly stated that the "rate of a use time" 
or the "band information" is expressed in a "bitrate", the examiner notes that "bitrate" is 
a typical means for expressing a data rate such as this, and it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used a "bitrate" in 
view of the common knowledge of this fact. 

With regard to claim 24 note that it would be obvious to update the bitrate 
allocation as the circumstances in the network change. 

With regard to claims 25 - 27, see col 6 lines 25+. 

With regard to claim 28, note the bitrate discussion above. 
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With regard to claim 29, the aggregate of information mentioned in col 6 lines 
20+ is a service class. 

With regard to claim 30, it would be obvious to switch the bursts in the same core 
node in order to promote a compact switch unit. 

With regard to claims 30 - 32, see the rejections above. 

With regard to claims 33 - 34, it would have been obvious to set upper and lower 
limits for burst size in order to increase the data throughput. 

With regard to claim 35, the burst delay would limit the burst size. 
9. Claims 36 - 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being obvious over U.S. 
patent 6,405,257 to Gersht et al in view of U.S. patent 6,944,128 to Nichols. 

Gersht et al teach providing maximum and minimum data rates to data flows, and 
then reserves the peak data rate on each flow. Gersht et al does not however teach that 
this is done for the size of each burst. Nichols teaches that there is an equivalency 
between the burst size and rate (see col 9 lines 14+) wherein it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have limited the size 
of the bursts of Gersht et al in place of the data rate, in light of the teachings of Nichols 
in order to achieve an optimum burst size. 

With regard to claim 37 and 38, the min/max burst duration would be an obvious 
choice to set the bounds. 

With regard to claim 39, it would be obvious to use the burst size as an integer of 
a segment in order to promote an efficient way to transmit the data. 
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10. Claims 40 - 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. 
patent 6,1 18,762 to Nomura et al as applied above to claim 1 , and further in view of 
U.S. patent 6,721,271 to Beshai. 

Nomura teaches the invention as described above, but does not teach 
segmenting, null-padding, and sorting the packets. These acts are taught in Beshai in a 
similar system. See col 6 lines 30+ and col 4 lines 8+. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have sorted and segmented 
the packets of Nomura in light of the teachings of Beshai in order to provide proper flow 
control for the system. 

With regard to claims 42 - 43, it would be obvious to transmit using a multiple of 
the prescribed data size (by removing null padding if necessary), and transmit at a time 
using a time counter. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Blount whose telephone number is 571 - 272 - 
3071 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Chau Nguyen, can be reached on 571 - 272 - 3126. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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